This article stresses the critical role of family inclusiveness for shaping the spatiality of families. Some individuals have a rather exclusive definition of their family, focusing on partner, children, siblings and parents. Others develop inclusive definitions of family by considering extended kin, step relatives and friends as significant family members. Family inclusiveness is hypothesized to account for a large share of the dispersion of family members throughout space. Data consisted of a stratified sample of 300 mothers of school-aged children living in the cosmopolitan city of Geneva. The results show that spatial dispersion of families increases with the number of family members considered significant. Inclusion of family members beyond the nuclear family of origin is paradoxically associated with a localised family context. Overall, this study emphasises the importance of family inclusiveness as a key dimension for understanding family spatiality in globalized societies.
Introduction
Following the critical assessment of the notion of family conceptualised as a closed group represented by a household [1] , there has been an increasing attention given to broader definitions of family space over the last decade (e.g. [2] [3] [4] [5] ). Research provided evidence about the networked patterning of family life throughout space. Family ties that matter are not limited to the household or the nuclear family, but are also composed of voluntary family relationships that are potentially scattered over large distances [6] [7] [8] . In particular, the migration and mobility literature emphasises the skills and resources necessary for individuals to overcome the negative consequences of spatial distance and to spread family relationships beyond cities, regions and nations (e.g. [9] [10] [11] ).
A sense of family belonging may be built at a distance, without a regular co-presence, but through visits, telecommunication, emotional and material expressions of care (e.g. money transfer, birthday presents) [12] [13] [14] [15] . However, migration and transnationality in families may not translate automatically into more spread-out significant family contexts. Family spatiality may strongly depend on whom is included as a member in the family. Based on participants' self-reported family members, this study examines the link between inclusiveness in family definitions and spatial distance with significant family members.
What may be the consequences for the dispersion of family members through space of having large and diversified family configurations?
The Spatial Dispersion of Families
Influential researchers argue that the globalization of societies goes hand in hand with a blurring of the spatial constrains of contemporary families and intimate relationships [7] [16] [17] [18] . High-speed mobility systems and the general increase in affluence in the Western world together contribute to making spatially close families less crucial for relationship maintenance and personal well-being.
This shift of paradigm from family as a local reality to family as widespread network is illustrated by a growing use of neologisms-living apart together (LAT) relationships, commuting marriages, multilocal households, transnational grannies [19] , astronaut parents and satellite children [20] . Research on migration, diaspora and transnational families have established that intimate networks of care, support and affection exist across vast physical distances between individuals and their family members (e.g. [6] [9] [21] [22] [23] ). Some migrants maintain strong ties with the family left behind [24] [25] and kinship ties play a key role in migration decisions [4] [26] [27] [28] . Studies on transnational families have documented that the sense of belonging and commitments with family members often persist without a regular co-presence but through emotional and material expressions of care (e.g. [12] ). Empirical evidence shows that the extent to which individuals include family relationships over distance depend upon their own sense of family roles and family responsibilities and how they negotiate these within their family [29] [30] . 'Families we live by' in contrast with 'families we live with' [31] are key symbolic elements of this negotiation.
While many individuals have substantial leeway in developing and sustaining family relationships over distance, empirical evidence shows that family life continues to be strongly spatially and geographically embedded [32] [33] [34] .
Various studies have documented the local embeddedness of family with a large majority of Europeans living in the same region as their parents [35] [36] [37] .
However, a minority of the European population, often highly qualified young people without children or wealthy retired people, settle permanently to another region or country in great distances from their family members [38] [39] . Overall, this literature suggests that individuals actively shape the spatiality of their family depending on a complex set of constraints, norms, strategies and practices.
Family Inclusiveness
Family inclusiveness may be one such practice. Exclusiveness of a nuclear family isolated from wider kin was written into Parsons's [40] influential account on American kinship emphasizing the conjugal unit as the nucleus around which family was formed and sustained in industrialised societies characterised by spatial mobility requirements. Exclusiveness points to a nuclear family that is autonomous in matters concerning its members [41] [42] . The two concepts of procreation family (the focal individual, the partner and the coresident children) and family of orientation (the focal individual in adulthood, the parents and siblings) were key in stressing altogether the importance of the nuclear family, either present or past, for defining significant family contexts [43] [44] [44] . In middle adulthood, an exclusive definition of family refers to the focus on coresident partner and children, but also on parents and siblings as members of the nuclear family of origin.
By contrast, family inclusiveness is about the extent to which the statuses of significant family members deviate from the definition of family as nuclear [45] .
It refers to more permeable boundaries around the nuclear family by stressing the family significance of voluntary kin [46] or fictive kin, i.e. people considered to be family members despite being unrelated by statuses associated with blood relatedness or marriage. In particular, close friends, neighbours, or colleagues may be considered family members because of the particular history and intimacy that individuals have developed with such people [47] . The concept of family of choice [48] [60] . Stepparents, stepchildren and stepsiblings, but also previous partners and ex-in-laws, may or may not be included as significant family members, making the size of family networks after divorce highly unequal [42] [45] [61] [62] . Overall, two key dimensions of inclusiveness for spatial distance are considered, i.e. the statuses of significant family members (beyond or within the nuclear family, presence of in-laws, step-relatives and friends), and the number of significant family members (small versus large).
Family Inclusiveness and Spatiality of Significant Family Contexts
The literature has stressed the significance of spatial proximity for maintaining active family relationships and meeting family commitments [15] Overall, the literature suggests that relationships with parents and possibly siblings are less likely to be broken by spatial distance than relationships with other kinship members or voluntary kin.
Hypotheses
We expect that the spatial dispersion of families is significantly shaped by family inclusiveness. The two dimensions of inclusiveness, i.e., the statuses and number of significant family members, are deemed critical for spatial distance from family members. We first hypothesize that individuals defining their significant family members mostly in reference with the nuclear family of origin have more spread out families than those with an inclusive definition of family (Hypothesis H1). Overall, including siblings and parents within one's family boundaries is expected to increase the spatial spread of families. Because of normative expectations and high density of connections, these relationships are more likely to be maintained at distance than relationships with friends, co-workers, in-laws, stepfamily members and extended kin. In contrast, the inclusion of family members "by choice" or "elective" is expected to be associated with spatially concentrated families because such relationships mainly develop and are maintained on the basis of regular face-to-face interactions. As such, and contrary to the view that late modernity is associated with more de-territorialised families [16] [17] [88] , we expect that a 'family of choice' is more localised than definitions of family as nuclear.
Second, we hypothesize that the spatial distance from family members increases with their number (Hypothesis H2). Facing increasing distances with parents and siblings due to globalization trends, we expect that respondents who have a large number of significant family members will have more spatially dispersed family contexts than those who perceive their family as being composed of few significant family members. It could be argued that sustaining a large network of family members is a time and energy consuming activity that is more likely to be accomplished if most family members live close to the respondent.
However, this would assume that all family relationships are equally demanding in terms of contact and support to be provided. This is unlikely given the normative dimension of some family relationships, such as parents, but not others.
Instead, we expect that large families spread beyond the local environment.
Data
The data consist of a non-proportional stratified sample of 300 women drawn from the population of mothers with a child aged 5 -13 living in the Swiss canton of Geneva (Switzerland). All respondents had at least one biological child The data collected in this study have some limitations. Firstly, it is a case study that is limited to one urban or suburban environment (Geneva) in one specific country (Switzerland). We are not aware of comparative data that include family inclusiveness as a construct, which make validation in other contexts for the time being impossible. This case study is however relevant and informative, because of the highly mixed nature of the Geneva area, in terms of its population.
Geneva is indeed a highly cosmopolitan city, with a majority of individuals being born outside the country [89] . The density and reliability of high-speed trans-port networks (highway, rail and air travel) may facilitate frequent visits to distant family members for individuals residing in Geneva. Moreover, the Swiss urban system, to which Geneva belongs, is comprised of many medium-sized cities located relatively close to one another, favouring inter-regional family vis-
its. Yet, cultural aspects of family and mobility practices in Switzerland foster a comparatively strong geographical concentration of families [90] . 
Measurements
This study includes three sets of measurements, one set related with family inclusiveness, another set with spatiality of families, and a third set with control of potentially confounding variables. Table 1 provides summary statistics of these variables.
Family Inclusiveness
Following previous research on lay definitions of family and inclusiveness [8] , respondents first provided a list of persons that they considered to be their significant family members. They were instructed that the term 'significant' referred to living people in their family who had played a role, either positive or negative, in their life during the past year. It was clearly stated that respondents Table 1 reports the total number of family members considered significant. On average, respondents cited 9.76 significant family members (with a minimum of two family members included, and a maximum of 29).
Spatiality of Families
Based on the residential postcode of family members (as reported by respondents), the geographical distance on the road (in km) between the respondent and her significant family members was inferred with the help of routing soft- was set to 0 when they lived in the same country and was set to 500 km when they lived in different countries. We used the natural logarithm to reduce the effect of highly dispersed families (including transnational families), as we expect that absolute changes in distance are more important for short distances than long distances. The logarithm was also used to counter deviations from normality. These two metric variables could be examined with linear regression analysis. For robustness checks, we also ran ordinal regression models with the two indicators of spatial dispersion treated as ordinal variables, therefore alleviating the potential misleading influence of the flat codification to 500 km between family members leaving in another country. Main results did not differ from linear regression models and therefore were not presented.
Control Variables
The distance between the current residence of respondents and their place of birth was computed for controlling for the effect of migration, using the natural logarithm of the road distance as described above. Stepfamily (50%) versus first-time family (50%), respondents' age, citizenship (53% Swiss, 14% dual citizenship, 32% other citizenships) and the respondents' duration of residence in Geneva (94% less than 10 years, 6% 10 years and more) were also included in the analysis, as research suggests that these variables are associated with the spatiality of families. We also added a control for the number of family members living in the same household as the respondent, as such persons have a distance set to zero by definition. Note that all family statuses were present in both first-time and stepfamilies, although in unequal proportions. For instance, there was a significant proportion of step terms in first-time families stemming from divorce and remarriage of the respondent's or her current partner's parents.
Results
The analysis develops in three steps. First, bivariate tests of association between all study variables are provided. Second, we present the results from linear regression models using as predictors the inclusion and number of specific family members in the family. These models estimate the extent to which the spatiality of families is associated with specific family statuses, controlling for various potentially confounding variables. Third, we discuss the results of regression models using the total number of significant family members as predictor of family spatiality.
Pearson correlations presented in Table 2 show that the distance from sig- Average log-distance with family members (1) significant family members, but distance from place of birth again was. Distance from family members and dispersion of family members are two highly intercorrelated measurements (R: 0.95, p < 0.01). Table 3 first presents a regression analysis of the average distance of respondents from their family members, using the status and number of family members as predictors, while controlling for potential confounding effects (Model 1).
Results show that the inclusion of parents strongly increased the average logdistance from family members, as well as the inclusion of siblings, in-laws and extended relatives. By contrast, the inclusion of steprelatives and friends were not associated with such an increase of the average log-distance from family members. Results were identical when family statuses were considered separately in the model. In particular, including more friends or more steprelatives was not associated with more geographically dispersed families, when tested separately.
The effects of the distance from the place of birth and recent migration were confirmed, whereas citizenship and first-time vs. stepfamily proved non-significant. Interaction effects between number of family members and first-time vs.
stepfamily were also not significant. In other words, the positive effect of the number of parents, siblings, in-laws and extended relatives on spatial dispersion did not significantly vary across family forms (first-time vs. stepfamily). Model 2 of Table 3 
Discussion
Global societies compel individuals to actively shape their significant family Developing a large family configuration may however in some cases not trig- escape from such complexities by promoting a more local organization of family interactions and family practices. This somehow contradicts the view that globalization has promoted de-territorialised families and intimate relationships [7] [16] [17] . Friendship, described as the archetypal form of the "pure" relationship based upon affinity and voluntary commitment [88] , is indeed associated with geographically bounded and localised families.
This research focused on the influence of family inclusiveness on family spatiality. Nevertheless, the geographical distance from family members and the ability of individuals to deal with distance may reciprocally impact family inclusiveness, arguing for the possibility of reverse causality. Overall, individuals develop a variety of family practices for dealing with geographic space. Family inclusiveness, which belongs to doing family in its symbolic and normative dimension [31] , has consequences for the spatiality of families that have been largely unnoticed so far.
